We investigate the impact of financial supervision. Results from securities firms analyses indicate that the costs of financial supervision are at least 0.523 and cannot be ignored. We introduced the concept of costs and conducted a rigorous analysis from the perspective of data analysis.
Introduction
Financial supervision refers to certain restrictions or regulations imposed by the government on the subjects of financial transactions through specific institutions (such as central banks). The narrow sense of financial supervision refers to the supervision and administration of the entire financial industry (including financial institutions and financial services) by the central bank or other financial supervisory authority in accordance with national laws and regulations. In addition to the above, financial supervision in its broad sense also includes the internal control and audit of financial institutions, the supervision of self-regulatory organizations in the same industry, and the supervision of social intermediary organizations [1] .
Financial supervision has been the talk of the city ever since the fifth national financial work conference was held. Considerable efforts have been to introduce the concept (Du Ning et al. 2017 [2] , Li Yao 2018 [3] ) and the validity (Li Pengfei 2017 [4] , Wang Huaqing et al. 2017 [5, 6] ). Many people are more concerned with local financial supervision (Zeng Gang et al 2018 [7] , Huang Zhen 2018 [8] , Chen Yi 2018 [9] ). However, no one has considers the cost and we do. The published work on the cost of financial supervision is just Wang Zhaowei et al. 2013 [10] . Under the circumstances of considering regulatory supervision costs and commercial bank capital costs, they set up a theoretical model for supervising the operation of banks by supervisors. Other researches on the cost of bank supervision include Meng Yan 2007 [11] . Referring to the division method of supervision costs by the UK Financial Services Agency and the practice of bank supervision in China, she designed a set of indicators to measure the cost of bank supervision. It includes three categories of indicators: direct cost, indirect cost and distortion cost, and is used to quantify the cost of bank supervision in China. Zhuang Zhihua 2010 [12] examines supervision costs, market pressure, and the market game equilibrium relationship between private audit through a game model. They just theoretically analyzed and cannot help people understand intuitively. To overcome this difficulty, in this paper, we introduce the concept of cost that can be calculated.
Data and Analyses

On June 6, 2017, the China Securities Regulatory Commission issued [Decree No. 133] Regulations on the Compliance of Securities Companies and Securities Investment Fund Management
Companies (referred to as the "Administrative Measures"). This is an official signal for the supervision of securities companies. The issuance of this signal is expected to cause the fraudulent customer in the securities market to obtain a result of convergence, resulting in a decrease in the company's operating income; a reduction in the number of customers' convenience in the conduct of trading activities, and thus to a certain extent the impact on customer participation. The enthusiasm of trading activities makes the customers turn to other fields. If the impact is huge, it will lead to negative stock market, and the securities companies in the stock market will also be affected by the same direction. To a certain extent, it has prevented companies and their staff from using this information to buy and sell securities, recommending other people to buy or sell securities, or divulging such information, thereby reducing the stock price increase. The announcement indicates that the "Administrative Measures" has been implemented since October 1, 2017. This is a formal measure to take practical measures for supervision. The formal implementation of the measures will further monitor and prevent the above actions. All in all, it can be inferred that the warning signal will cause the stock price of the securities company to decrease slightly; the implementation of measures will further reduce the stock price [13] .
Catch up on the stock price data of 34 companies in the Oriental wealth brokerage trust industry. Among them, the data of West China Securities, Caitong Securities, and Zheshang Securities did not meet the requirements and were excluded. From June 6, 2017 to October 1, 2017, a total of 63 days will be used as a unit of time. Select 7 time units to calculate the average price of securities companies in the day. Figure 1 shows that 15 companies are consistent with the hypothesis and the 4 companies are contrary to the hypothesis. Overall, the assumptions in this paper have been verified that financial supervision will cause stocks of securities companies to decline, resulting in regulatory costs. We calculate the price changes of securities companies during these two periods and calculate the mean value of market changes and find the securities companies can calculate the average supervision cost of 0.523, and the official measures can create a calculated average supervision cost of 0.61. This verifies the assumption that the implementation of the measure will make the stock price even lower.
For rigorousness, we further calculate the average price of securities companies in the first 3 units of time and get Figure 2 . C1  C2  C3  C4  C5  C6  C7  C8  C9  C10  C11  C12  C13  17- Of the 15 companies mentioned above, there are 6 companies that have pure supervision costs, and 8 of them have major trends. Only 2 of them have greater effect than the trend. So the strength of the hypothesis verification is insufficient. Then analyze the overall situation of the securities market. Figure 3 shows the average of the stock market over 6 units of time. As can be seen from the graph, the first three time units are in an upward trend, and the latter three time units are in a downward trend. As a result, the securities market as a whole has the cost of supervision.
The securities company's operating income data comes from the wind database. There are 26 listed securities companies included in the above 31 companies. The data is summarized in Table 1 .
The analysis of Table 1 shows that the pre-warning in June caused the average daily operating income of most companies to fall in the next two months. The October measures resulted in a drop in average operating income for the month and next month. This validates the previous assumptions. This is the second type of regulatory costs.
Summary and Discussion
This study shows that this supervision has a unit cost of at least 0.523. This is very costly for a stock market with a large amount of capital.
For the market, no supervision will be confusing, resulting in unnecessary social costs and further social turmoil. However, there will be investment in funds and manpower in the implementation of supervision, which will have a certain impact on the industry. This will result in a certain social cost. Does this supervision outweigh the disadvantages, or does it do more harm than good? What will be the follow-up of this supervision? There are still no answers to these questions.
